are opposed to their own interests. Only this can
explain the fact stated in this chapter that up to
1927 the Government acted only in the interests of
" the urban or industrial manual-working wage-
earners "—that is, of about 15 per cent, of the
population. Later on, it is true, at least one class
of the peasants seems to have become more mindful of
their interests or more enlightened in the choice of
their representatives; for " since 1928 the Govern-
ment may be deemed to have in view also the interests
of the kolkhosniki, the owner-producers in agriculture
who have joined together in collective farms." The
reader, bearing in mind the events of 1929-1932 to
which I referred before, will ponder on the carefully
chosen words " may be deemed to have in view " in
this curious passage, and he might wonder whether
the " interests of the kolkhosniki " are meant to be
distinguished from their wishes, and if not, what
would have become of the Government if the wishes
of the kolkhosniki of 1929-1932 had been fulfilled.
But whatever may be the reader's reflections on
these points, one thing appears clearly to him both
from the history of Collectivization, as told by the
authors, and from the last quoted passage—namely,
that the Government has at all times strongly opposed
the interests of the individual peasants, whom it
subjected to detrimental taxation (p. 116) and other
discriminating measures. Yet on page 725 he finds :
" Adhesion to the collective farm is entirely volun-
tary." So he again feels much puzzled.
The reader comes across more paradoxes if he
examines the authors' favourite argument in proof
of free speech in the U.S.S.B. : " It may surprise
those who assume the existence of a dictatorship, and
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